128                                 LETTERS                                [CH. iv.

position. Indeed till I read your controversy with Dr
Priestley, I did not imagine that Dr Clarke had been so
entirely ignorant of Ancient Philosophy, and indeed of the
Nature of Things, as to have maintained that an immaterial
substance could have that essential property of Matter, or
to speak more popularly, of Body, and which makes it
what it is. I mean the property of being extended. And
when this notion is carried to the Deity, as it must
necessarily be, and he is said to be infinitely extended, it is
a most impious, as well as a most absurd notion. With
respect to our minds you allow that, if they are extended,
as the extension is not infinite, they must be figured; but
you say Dr Clarke will not allow that they are divisible and
discerptible. But I say they must be both, though space
be neither; for they certainly must be something different
from space; because they are something that is in space;
and if they likewise be extended, they must also be
divisible and discerptible, like everything else that is
extended.

Now what a strange kind of mind is this that has
length, breadth, and depth, and may be cut and carved
like a piece of meat. It is however true that our minds
must exist somewhere, as the Divine Mind exists every-
where ; but it does not follow from thence that they must
exist in the same manner that Body does, that is with the
three dimensions; but, on the contrary, as Mind is a
substance of a nature quite different from Body, it follows
of necessary consequence that it must exist in a manner
altogether different. This manner indeed we cannot
explain; but we ought to be contented to know as much
of Mind, as we do of Body, with which we are so much
conversant Now extension is but a property of Body, an
essential property indeed, but not Body itself as the
Cartesians would make it There is something therefore
which Is extended; for extension is not a mere idealhad authority for "saying that
